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member of the uniformed services or 
the Foreign Service shall be treated as 
using a principal residence while away 
from home on qualified official ex-
tended duty in determining the exclu-
sion of gain from the sale of such resi-
dence. 

S. 1712 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1712, a bill to amend the proce-
dures that apply to consideration of 
interstate class actions to assure fairer 
outcomes for class members and de-
fendants, and for other purposes. 

S. 2084 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2084, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the ex-
emption from tax for small property 
and casualty insurance companies. 

S. 2122 
At the request of Mrs. CARNAHAN, the 

names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2122, a 
bill to provide for an increase in fund-
ing for research on uterine fibroids 
through the National Institutes of 
Health, and to provide for a program to 
provide information and education to 
the public on such fibroids. 

S. 2181 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2181, a bill to review, reform, and ter-
minate unnecessary and inequitable 
Federal subsidies. 

S. 2268 
At the request of Mr. MILLER, the 

name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. FRIST) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2268, a bill to amend the Act estab-
lishing the Department of Commerce 
to protect manufacturers and sellers in 
the firearms and ammunition industry 
from restrictions on interstate or for-
eign commerce. 

S. 2513 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2513, a bill to asses the extent of 
the backlog in DNA analysis of rape 
kit samples, and to improve investiga-
tion and prosecution of sexual assault 
cases with DNA evidence. 

S. 2569 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2569, a bill to award a congressional 
gold medal to Dr. Dorothy Height, in 
recognition of her many contributions 
to the Nation. 

S. 2663 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2663, a bill to permit the designation of 
Israeli-Turkish qualifying industrial 
zones. 

S. 2663 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2663, supra. 

S. 2683 
At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 

the name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2683, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify that 
church employees are eligible for the 
exclusion for qualified tuition reduc-
tion programs of charitable edu-
cational organizations. 

S. 2718 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2718, a bill to redesignate the posi-
tion of the Secretary of the Navy as 
Secretary of the Navy and Marine 
Corps, and for other purposes. 

S. 2770 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
CARPER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2770, a bill to amend the Federal Law 
Enforcement Pay Reform Act of 1990 to 
adjust the percentage differentials pay-
able to Federal law enforcement offi-
cers in certain high-cost areas. 

S. 2790 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2790, a bill to provide lasting 
protection for inventoried roadless 
areas within the National Forest Sys-
tem. 

S. 2869 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. REID), the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2869, a bill to facili-
tate the ability of certain spectrum 
auction winners to pursue alternative 
measures required in the public inter-
est to meet the needs of wireless tele-
communications consumers. 

S. 2892 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2892, a bill to provide 
economic security for America’s work-
ers. 

S. 2903 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2903, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to provide for a 
guaranteed adequate level of funding 
for veterans health care. 

S. 2906 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2906, a bill to amend title 
23, United States Code, to establish a 

program to make allocations to States 
for projects to expand 2-lane highways 
in rural areas to 4-lane highways. 

S. 2908 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2908, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Defense to establish at least 
one Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil 
Support Team in each States, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2926 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2926, a bill to name the 
Department of Veterans Affairs out-
patient clinic in Horhsam, Pennsyl-
vania, as the ‘‘Victor J. Saracini De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Out-
patient Clinic’’. 

S. 2935 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2935, a 
bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to provide grants for the oper-
ation of mosquito control programs to 
prevent and control mosquito-borne 
diseases. 

S.J.RES. 2 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S.J.Res. 2, 
A joint resolution to provide for a Bal-
anced Budget Constitutional Amend-
ment that prohibits the use of Social 
Security surpluses to achieve compli-
ance. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4508 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 4508 intended to be 
proposed to H.R. 5005, a bill to estab-
lish the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4509 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 4509 intended to be 
proposed to H.R. 5005, a bill to estab-
lish the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4518 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) and the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 4518 pro-
posed to H.R. 5093, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2003, and 
for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 2941. A bill to authorize grants for 

the establishment of quasi-judicial 
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campus drug courts at colleges and 
universities modeled after State drug 
courts programs; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I introduce the ‘‘Campus Class-
mate Offenders in Rehabilitation and 
Treatment Act.’’ 

The Campus Classmate Offenders in 
Rehabilitation and Treatment Act, 
which can also be referred to as the 
‘‘Campus CORT Act,’’ directs the De-
partment of Justice to establish a dem-
onstration program to provide grants 
and training to help our Nation’s uni-
versities and colleges establish new 
quasi-judicial systems. These systems 
aim at countering the serious drug and 
substance abuse related problems that 
are taking such a heavy toll on our in-
stitutions of higher learning and the 
students who attend them. The dem-
onstration program, which would be 
administered by the Department of 
Justice’s Office of Justice Programs, 
would be based on the valuable lessons 
and successes we have garnered from 
our Nation’s innovative and expanding 
drug court system. 

Specifically, this demonstration pro-
gram legislation would authorize the 
establishment of up to five Campus 
CORTs each year for Fiscal Years 2003 
through 2006. The bill authorizes the 
Office of Justice Programs to provide 
$2,000,000 in Federal funding during 
each of those years to help get five 
Campus CORTs well trained, soundly 
established and up and running. This 
new program’s approach should be 
similar to how the Office of Justice 
Programs currently runs the ongoing 
drug court grant-making program, in-
cluding providing an Internet-based ap-
plication process. 

There are plenty of good reasons to 
take the next step and establish a Cam-
pus CORTs program based on the drug 
court model. Since they first appeared 
in 1989, drug courts have rapidly spread 
all across the Nation. Rather than sim-
ply locking-up nonviolent drug offend-
ers in prison along side violent crimi-
nals, drug courts provide the alter-
native of court-supervised treatment. 
Instead of simply punishing, drug 
courts help get people clean. 

Drug courts’ many successes are un-
derscored both by the bipartisan sup-
port they have received in Congress 
and by the Bush Administration. For 
example, during a national conference 
hosted this last April by the National 
Association of Drug Court Profes-
sionals, both Office of National Drug 
Control Policy Director John Walters, 
our Nation’s ‘‘Drug Czar,’’ and Drug 
Enforcement Agency Director Asa 
Hutchinson gave speeches in support of 
drug courts. 

According to the latest statistics as 
reported by the Department of Jus-
tice’s Office of Justice Programs, there 
are nearly 700 Drug Courts in operation 
all across the United States. This in-
cludes 483 Adult Drug Courts, 167 Juve-
nile Drug Courts, and 37 Family Drug 
Courts. An additional 400-plus new 

Drug Courts are in the planning proc-
ess. The report goes on to state that 
approximately 220,000 adults and 9,000 
juveniles have been enrolled in the 
drug court system and of those, 73,000 
adults and 1,500 juveniles have grad-
uated. 

The merits of the drug court system 
are well documented. Nationwide, the 
drug courts have helped more than 
1,000 to be born drug free, more than 
3,500 parents to regain custody of their 
children, and 4,500 parents to resume 
making their child-support payments. 
The retention rate is over 70 percent, 
with 73 percent of the participants 
managing to keep their jobs or success-
fully find new work. These are encour-
aging successes, and not just for the in-
dividuals involved, but for society as a 
whole. 

These are the kind of successes we 
should be able to see once the drug 
court model is customized and applied 
through Campus CORTs as we work to-
gether to respond to the alcohol, drug 
and other substance abuse challenges 
facing our Nation’s colleges and uni-
versities. 

Our Nation’s drug courts use a carrot 
and stick approach where offenders can 
either live at home and remain free to 
work under court supervised treatment 
or face the very real threat of hard jail 
time. Similarly, Campus CORTs will 
give troubled students the chance to 
get supervised treatment and stay 
clean or get kicked out of school and 
watch their futures get squandered 
away. 

Instead of simply booting students 
with substance abuse problems directly 
out of school, as is currently happening 
at many universities and colleges all 
across the country, I believe we should 
instead help provide institutions of 
higher learning with new tools they 
can use to help students get and stay 
clean. Of course, just like it is with the 
existing drug courts, there will be some 
students who simply do not respond to 
Campus CORTs. While those students 
will have to face the fact that they 
may well be expelled from school, at 
least we will have been able to give 
them the opportunity to clean-up their 
act. 

Since the new Campus CORTs would 
be established at colleges and univer-
sities, the legislation calls on the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, or OJP, to es-
tablish new ‘‘quasi-judicial standards 
and procedures for disciplinary cases’’ 
for institutions of higher learning that 
wish to participate in the new Federal 
program. 

Today, I am pleased to highlight that 
one of the leading institutions of high-
er learning in my home State, Colorado 
State University, CSU, has already 
broken new ground as the Nation’s first 
university to apply the drug court con-
cept in a campus setting. The ‘‘Day 
IV’’ program, as it is known at CSU, 
has racked-up a successful record in 
helping keep students clean and in 
school. 

Under the pioneering leadership of 
Cheryl Asmus, the drug court inspired 

program helped 26 out of 30 students 
who would have otherwise been kicked 
out of school stay there during the last 
spring semester alone. As I understand 
it, two of the four were dismissed from 
school for not meeting the Day IV pro-
gram’s treatment requirements and the 
other two left school for other reasons. 

In any case, a success rate approach-
ing 90 percent is a wonderful accom-
plishment, both for the university and 
especially for the 26 students who have 
managed to pull themselves back from 
potential disaster. 

Our drug court system is making a 
difference all across our Nation. In 
fact, a 2002 report issued by Columbia 
University’s prestigious National Cen-
ter on Addiction and Substance Abuse 
states that ‘‘drug courts provide closer, 
more comprehensive supervision and 
much more frequent drug testing and 
monitoring during the program, than 
other forms of community super-
vision.’’ The report underscores that 
‘‘drug use and criminal behavior are 
substantially reduced while offenders 
are participating in drug court’’ and 
that ‘‘criminal behavior is lower after 
participation, especially for grad-
uates.’’ 

Far too many of our Nation’s college 
students are falling by the wayside as 
they get sidetracked by crippling drug 
and alcohol abuse problems. Not only 
are academic careers being impacted 
and ended, entire lives are being 
thrown into limbo. 

Our Nation’s drug court system is a 
good example of a viable and produc-
tive partnership between the Federal 
Government, our State governments 
and local jurisdictions. Their collabo-
ration is making a positive impact all 
across our country. I want to take this 
moment to thank the people of the 
OJP, the experts at the National Asso-
ciation of Drug Court Professionals and 
the State and local judges, prosecutors, 
law enforcement officers and other offi-
cials who have done so much to estab-
lish, build upon and continually im-
prove our Nation’s drug court system. 

I also want to take a moment to 
thank Judge Karen Freeman Wilson, 
Chief Executive Officer of the National 
Association of Drug Court Profes-
sionals, Stuart VanMeveren, District 
Attorney for Colorado’s Eighth Judi-
cial District, and Colorado State Uni-
versity President Albert Yates for 
their letters of support for the Campus 
CORT legislation I am introducing 
today. Their support for this bill is ap-
preciated. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
three letters of support and the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addi-
tional material was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2941 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Campus 
Classmate Offenders in Rehabilitation and 
Treatment Act’’ or the ‘‘Campus CORT Act’’. 
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SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF CAMPUS DRUG 

COURTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General, 

acting through the Office of Justice Pro-
grams, is authorized to make demonstration 
grants to accredited universities and col-
leges to establish not to exceed 5 campus 
classmate offenders in rehabilitation and 
treatment programs (referred to as ‘‘Campus 
CORTS’’) each fiscal year modeled after the 
statewide local drug court programs 
throughout the United States. 

(b) CAMPUS CORTS.—Campus CORTS 
shall— 

(1) be established at accredited colleges or 
universities; 

(2) have jurisdiction over substance abuse 
related disciplinary cases involving students 
that may or may not be criminal in nature, 
including illegal drug use, abuse of prescrip-
tion drugs, alcohol abuse, and other issues, 
but no student who is deemed to be a danger 
to the community may be involved; 

(3) pursuant to regulations promulgated by 
the Attorney General, establish appropriate 
quasi-judicial standards and procedures for 
disciplinary cases; and 

(4) impose as the ultimate sanction expul-
sion from school. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Attorney General 
shall consult with the National Association 
of Drug Court Professionals, d.b.a., the Na-
tional Drug Court Institute, universities and 
colleges, including the Campus Drug Court 
program at Colorado State University, and 
other experts in establishing quasi-judicial 
standards required by this Act. 

(d) ASSISTANCE.—The Attorney General 
shall make grants to qualified universities 
and colleges, the National Association of 
Drug Court Professionals, d.b.a., the Na-
tional Drug Court Institute, and other asso-
ciations and experts to assist in establishing 
campus drug courts and provide training and 
technical assistance in support of the pro-
gram. 

(e) GRANT MAKING CONSIDERATIONS.—In 
awarding grants to qualified colleges or uni-
versities, the Office of Justice Programs 
should— 

(1) endeavor to include colleges and univer-
sities of different sizes across the United 
States; and 

(2) enable colleges and universities to 
apply for grants through the Internet site of 
the Office of Justice Programs. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$2,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2003 
through 2006 to carry out this Act. 

AUGUST 23, 2002. 
Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: As the rep-
resentative of the National Association of 
Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) and of 
the drug court professionals throughout the 
country I am writing this letter of support 
for your bill for the ‘‘Campus Classmate Of-
fenders in Rehabilitation and Treatment 
Act’’ or the ‘’Campus CORT Act.’’ Modeled 
after the ‘‘campus drug court’’ at Colorado 
State University, campus drug courts na-
tionwide are the exciting next step in the 
drug court arena. I truly appreciate your 
commitment to making them a reality. 

All of the drug court professionals across 
America laud the depth of your knowledge 
about substance abuse and its concomitant 
crime and appreciate your steadfast support 
of stopping the revolving door of drug addic-
tion and crime in our criminal justice sys-
tem. With the alarming news about drug use 
and binge drinking on college campuses, the 
Campus CORT Act will face the campus drug 
and alcohol use and abuse problem head on, 

preventing accidents and crimes at colleges 
and universities throughout the nation. 

Taking the drug court concept to this next 
level, to college campuses, is the logical way 
to further the fight against substance abuse 
and criminal behavior. As you know, Colum-
bia University’s prestigious National Center 
on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA) 
report from 2001 states that drug courts pro-
vide closer, more comprehensive supervision 
and much more frequent drug testing and 
monitoring during the program, than other 
forms of community supervision. In addition, 
it found that drug use and criminal behavior 
are substantially reduced while offenders are 
participating in drug court. 

Again, thank you for introducing the 
‘’Campus CORT Act’’ and for your con-
tinuing support of drug courts. I look for-
ward to continuing to work with you and 
your staff in the future. 

Very truly yours, 
Judge KAREN FREEMAN WILSON (ret.), 

Chief Executive Officer. 

OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY, 
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, STATE 
OF COLORADO, 

Fort Collins, CO, August 28, 2002. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Fort Collins, CO. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: I wholeheartedly 
support your proposed ‘‘Campus CORT Act.’’. 

As you know, Colorado State University, 
through the work of Dr. Cheryl Asmus and 
others, has developed a Campus Drug Court 
that is now in full operation. Prior to the 
implementation of the CSU Campus Drug 
Court, many bright, promising college stu-
dents lost their opportunity to obtain their 
college degree because of being dismissed 
from school as a result of a drug or alcohol 
addiction. This new pilot program provides 
students who have drug or alcohol problems 
a process in which they can address their 
usage problem while staying in school. Colo-
rado State University’s project has proven 
very successful. Very few students in the 
program have failed to abide by the program 
requirements. Most participants have been 
able to abstain from usage. This success is 
due to the very strong impetus for students 
to ‘‘stay clean’’ by allowing them to con-
tinue to have access to grants and loans, as 
well as remain at the university so long as 
they abide by drug court requirements. 

Federal legislation that creates funding to 
expand the campus drug court program is an 
excellent proposal. This program helps prom-
ising young people, who have chosen to im-
prove their lives through a college edu-
cation, succeed when alcohol and drugs may 
be the one obstacle that stands in their way. 
They are given the opportunity to stay in 
school, graduate, and become contributing 
members of society. That success is insured 
by addressing a drug or alcohol addiction 
problem that very well would have a nega-
tive affect on their families and their ability 
to succeed professionally. 

The availability of federal funds to assist 
in starting these programs across the coun-
try has the promise of spawning very suc-
cessful drug and alcohol programs nation-
wide. The traditional Drug Court concept 
has been very successful. The Campus CORT 
Act can provide the resources that will re-
sult in the same success opportunity for stu-
dents at our colleges and universities. 

We wish you every success in your efforts 
to pass this legislation. If there is anything 
I can do to assist, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 
STUART A. VANMEVEREN, 

District Attorney. 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY, 
Fort Collins, CO, September 4, 2002. 

Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: This letter 
serves as strong support for the bill you are 
proposing to introduce to the United States 
Senate that will authorize the appropriation 
of funds to establish ‘‘drug courts’’ at other 
colleges and universities. These drug courts 
will be modeled after the Drug Courts Pro-
gram, and the Colorado State University 
(CSU) campus drug court. I understand that 
CSU will play a critical role as consultant to 
the Attorney General of the United States in 
this effort, and we are committed to working 
in any capacity in this effort. As the first, 
and only university with a campus drug 
court to date, we are in a unique position to 
provide first-hand experience and advice. 

In late 1999, the Family and Youth Insti-
tute at Colorado State University set up sev-
eral meetings with the CSU Office of Judi-
cial Affairs and Colorado’s Eighth Judicial 
District Drug Court. The result of these 
meetings spawned an effort to apply for sup-
port to establish a ‘‘campus drug court.’’ In 
mid-2001, the Family and Youth Institute 
was awarded two years of support for the 
drug court from the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. Currently, a cross-disciplinary team 
meets weekly to staff the drug court stu-
dents. After one semester in operation, all 
but four (one school dropout, two expelled 
from program, one positive breathalyzer) of 
approximately 20 students remain trouble 
and AOD free. So far, we have three drug 
court graduates and recorded improvements 
in the other participants in terms of grades, 
employment, family situations, attitudes, 
and behaviors. 

As a Carnegie Class I research institution, 
CSU is poised to lead the field in deter-
mining what factors of a drug court influ-
ence their success. I am aware of the current 
debates across the nation of the true impacts 
of the 1000 plus drug courts. I am confident 
that by introducing the model into the world 
of academia, inevitably it will inevitably 
spur research that will result in research- 
based evidence to concretely address these 
debates and concerns. 

We have found the model to be easily 
adaptable to our campus setting and have 
listed as one of our four goals to assist other 
campuses in developing their own campus 
drug courts. We are extremely grateful and 
appreciative you have decided to assist us in 
this goal. It is not an accident that Colorado 
State University, and Colorado, will lead in 
this effort. You have long championed drug 
courts and, in particular, the Eighth Judicial 
District’s Juvenile Drug Court, our mentor. 

A key strategy of Colorado State Univer-
sity is civic education renewal. A part of this 
strategy is to focus on initiatives and pro-
grams that assist students in developing into 
people of integrity and strong values. We are 
also dedicated to the ability to graduate stu-
dents in four years who are prepared to enter 
the world as contributing citizens. Using dis-
missal or expulsion as a consequence for 
someone with a substance abuse problem is a 
quick fix for our campus, but not for the in-
dividual or the community at large. As a 
land-grand institution, valuing service to 
our society, we believe the integration of 
drug court’s goal of using treatment with 
strong interventions into the disciplinary 
system, as an alternative to dismissal or ex-
pulsion directly supports the mission of Col-
orado State University. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT C. YATES, 

President. 
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By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr. 

BAYH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. MIL-
LER, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. BUN-
NING) 

S. 2942. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 
five-month waiting period in the dis-
ability insurance program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce important legisla-
tion that will correct a serious flaw in 
the Social Security Disability Insur-
ance program, which currently forces 
many Americans who are diagnosed 
with a terminal illness to live out their 
final days in poverty. 

Under current law, any eligible indi-
vidual applying for SSDI benefits must 
wait 5 full months before he or she can 
begin receiving benefits. I appreciate 
the support of Senator BAYH, Senator 
SPECTER, Senator MCCAIN, and Senator 
MILLER for this bill that will eliminate 
the waiting period for those individuals 
with terminal illnesses. 

Far too often, I have had terminally 
ill constituents contact me through my 
State offices with horror stories about 
their personal experiences. These peo-
ple are healthy, hard-working members 
of our society. Suddenly, they are told 
by their doctor that they have a ter-
minal illness and that it would be best 
if they stop working and go on dis-
ability as soon as possible to maintain 
their strength. However, because of the 
waiting period, before they know it, 
these people are several months behind 
in their bills. Others, unfortunately, do 
not even live through the full waiting 
period. 

I am sure that if any of my col-
leagues were to contact their State of-
fices and speak to their staff that han-
dle these disability cases, they would 
find that their constituents have faced 
similar difficulties with this waiting 
period. Like every other hard-working 
American, these terminally ill individ-
uals have all paid into the Social Secu-
rity system throughout their working 
lives, with the expectation that future 
benefits would be there to supplement 
lost income should a disability or seri-
ous illness ensue. 

I am please that this legislation has 
the support of the National Association 
for the Terminally Ill. This organiza-
tion’s primary mission is to assist indi-
viduals diagnosed with a terminal ill-
ness, whose life expectancy is two 
years or less. They have told me of the 
many individuals that have come to 
them for assistance, faced with no in-
come, while waiting through those 5 
months before receiving disability ben-
efits. Frequently, the association is 
contacted by people who are forced to 
sell furniture, cars, family heirlooms, 
and even their homes, just to pay ex-
penses for daily living. 

Two years ago, this Congress did the 
right thing by waiving the 24-month 
waiting period for Medicare coverage 
for individuals diagnosed with Lou 
Gehrig’s Disease. The time has now 

come for Congress to take the appro-
priate action to relieve part of what is 
already an unthinkable burden on all 
terminally ill individuals. 

I invite my colleagues to join us in 
this effort and I hope the Senate will 
proceed expeditiously with this impor-
tant legislation that will provide relief 
for tens of thousands of working Amer-
icans. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2942 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity Act Improvements for the Terminally Ill 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF TITLE II WAITING PE-

RIOD FOR TERMINALLY ILL INDIVID-
UALS. 

Section 223(a) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 423(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘he meets 
the requirements of paragraph (3), or’’ after 
‘‘but only if’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3)(A) For purposes of paragraph (1), an 
individual meets the requirements of this 
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) the impairment underlying a finding 
that the individual is under a disability re-
sults in his death prior to the end of the ap-
plicable period described in subparagraph 
(B), or 

‘‘(ii)(I) in the case where such finding is 
made before the end of the applicable period, 
the Commissioner determines that, at the 
time such finding is made, such impairment 
is expected to result in the individual’s death 
prior to the end of such period, or 

‘‘(II) in the case where such finding is made 
after the end of the applicable period, the 
Commissioner determines that, at any time 
during such period, such impairment was ex-
pected to result in the individual’s death 
prior to the end of such period. 

‘‘(B) For the purposes of subparagraph (A), 
the ‘applicable period’ is the period of the 
first six consecutive calendar months 
throughout which such individual is under a 
disability by reason of such impairment 
which begins not earlier than the first day of 
the period described in subsection (c)(2)(B).’’. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect with respect to applications filed 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2943. A bill to amend title 9, 
United States Code, to provide for 
greater fairness in the arbitration 
process relating to livestock and poul-
try contracts; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my friend from Iowa to in-
troduce legislation to give farmers op-
tions in identifying a forum to resolve 
disputes with agribusinesses. 

This legislation is based on our 
amendment to the Senate-passed Farm 
Bill that was unfortunately stripped in 
the conference committee. Our amend-

ment passed by a vote of 64–31, yet it 
was ultimately taken out due to objec-
tions by large agribusiness companies 
in the backroom negotiations. 

While our effort then was not suc-
cessful, I am hopeful that we will be 
able to pass this legislation and begin 
to give farmers a fair shot in the mar-
ketplace. 

I am deeply concerned that the con-
centration of power in the hands of a 
few large agribusiness firms, compa-
nies that can raise a billion dollars on 
Wall Street at the drop of a hat, is 
forcing farmers and ranchers to be 
placed at a competitive disadvantage 
in the marketplace. 

These large corporations are using 
their market power to force inde-
pendent producers into a position of 
weakness through unfair contracts and 
other uses of market leverage. 

In some cases, the domestic market-
place has become almost noncompeti-
tive for the family farmer. Farmers 
have fewer buyers and suppliers than 
ever before. One indication of this 
dominance is one-sided contracts that 
favor agribusinesses at the expense of 
farmers and ranchers. 

It is of paramount importance that 
we help restore competition in rural 
America. One way to promote competi-
tion is to ensure that farmers have a 
choice of forums to resolve disputes 
with agribusinesses. 

While alternative methods of dispute 
resolution such as arbitration can 
serve a useful purpose in resolving dis-
putes between parties, I am extremely 
concerned about the increasing trend 
of stronger parties to a contract forc-
ing weaker parties to waive their legal 
rights and agree to arbitrate any fu-
ture disputes that may arise. 

It recently came to my attention 
that large agribusiness companies 
often present producers with ‘‘take it 
or leave it’’ contracts, which increas-
ingly include mandatory and binding 
arbitration clauses. This practice 
forces farmers to submit their disputes 
with packers and processors to arbitra-
tion. 

As a result, farmers are required to 
waive access to judicial or administra-
tive forums, substantive contract 
rights, and statutorily provided protec-
tions. In short, this practice violates 
the farmers’ fundamental due process 
rights and runs directly counter to 
basic principles of fairness. 

Arbitration is billed as an inexpen-
sive alternative to civil lawsuits. The 
opposite, however, is often the case. 
Filing fees and other expenses in arbi-
tration result in much higher costs for 
the parties than civil actions. Attorney 
fees, whether hourly or contingency, 
are similar regardless of forum. 

For example, in a recent Mississippi 
case, filing fees for a poultry grower to 
begin an arbitration proceeding were 
$11,000. This is far more than the $150 
to $250 cost of filing in civil court. It 
makes no sense for a farmer to seek 
payment for wrongdoing when he or 
she has lost $10,000, when it costs 
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$11,000 just to get the case before an ar-
bitrator. 

The practical result of these manda-
tory arbitration clauses is that farmers 
have no forum in which to bring their 
dispute against the company. Arbitra-
tion clauses require farmers to waive 
their right to a jury trial and bring a 
dispute only in a forum that my be 
cost-prohibitive. Farmers, who likely 
have substantial debts due to low 
prices and large mortgages on their 
farms, are often left without any re-
course even in a case where the agri-
business has plainly acted illegally. 

With the litigation option taken 
away by contract and the arbitration 
forum taken away by economics, the 
grower has no forum in which to bring 
his or her dispute against the company. 
The net result of these mandatory arbi-
tration clauses is that the farmer al-
ways loses. 

If poultry farmers lose their farms as 
a result of a mis-weighed animal, they 
should have the right to hold the com-
pany accountable. When farmers are 
hurt because they have received bad 
feed, we must ensure that they are able 
to choose the forum through which 
they can resole their concerns. 

If farmers believe they have been 
provided diseased animals from an ag-
ribusiness, they should at least have a 
forum in which to voice their concerns. 

In short, we must give farmers a fair 
choice that both parties to an agricul-
tural contract may willingly and 
knowingly select. This legislation 
therefore does not prohibit arbitration. 
It simply ensures that the decision to 
arbitrate is truly voluntary and that 
the rights and remedies provided for by 
our judicial system are not waived 
under coercion. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
this legislation and give farmers op-
tions to resolve disputes in the agri-
culture marketplace. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered printed in the RECORD, as fol-
lows: 

S. 2943 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fair Con-
tracts for Growers Act of 2002’’. 
SEC. 2. ELECTION OF ARBITRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 9, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 17. Livestock and poultry contracts 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) LIVESTOCK.—The term ‘livestock’ has 

the meaning given the term in section 2(a) of 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 
U.S.C. 182(a)). 

‘‘(2) LIVESTOCK OR POULTRY CONTRACT.—The 
term ‘livestock or poultry contract’ means 
any growout contract, marketing agreement, 
or other arrangement under which a live-
stock or poultry grower raises and cares for 
livestock or poultry. 

‘‘(3) LIVESTOCK OR POULTRY GROWER.—The 
term ‘livestock or poultry grower’ means 
any person engaged in the business of raising 
and caring for livestock or poultry in accord-
ance with a livestock or poultry contract, 

whether the livestock or poultry is owned by 
the person or by another person. 

‘‘(4) POULTRY.—The term ‘poultry’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 2(a) of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 
182(a)). 

‘‘(b) CONSENT TO ARBITRATION.—If a live-
stock or poultry contract provides for the 
use of arbitration to resolve a controversy 
under the livestock or poultry contract, ar-
bitration may be used to settle the con-
troversy only if, after the controversy arises, 
both parties consent in writing to use arbi-
tration to settle the controversy. 

‘‘(c) EXPLANATION OF BASIS FOR AWARDS.— 
If arbitration is elected to settle a dispute 
under a livestock or poultry contract, the ar-
bitrator shall provide to the parties to the 
contract a written explanation of the factual 
and legal basis for the award.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 1 of 
title 9, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘17. Livestock and poultry contracts.’’. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 2 shall 
apply to a contract entered into, amended, 
altered, modified, renewed, or extended after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. ALLEN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, and Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 2945. To authorize appropriations 
for nanoscience, nanoengineering, and 
nanotechnology research, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the 21st Century Nano-
technology Act. This bill would author-
ize a coordinated interagency program 
that will support long-term nanoscale 
research and development leading to 
potential breakthroughs in areas such 
as materials and manufacturing, nano-
electronics, medicine and healthcare, 
environment, energy, chemicals, bio-
technology, agriculture, information 
technology, and national and homeland 
security. Building on the National 
Nanotechnology Initiative, the bill 
would authorize appropriations for re-
search throughout the government 
while providing tools for better cross- 
agency management and coordination 

Nanotechnology is the science and 
technology of building electronic cir-
cuits and devices from single atoms 
and molecules on a scale of one one-bil-
lionth of a meter. It will one day 
change the way Americans live. 

I am convinced that this so-called 
‘‘small science’’ is the next big thing’’ 
in technology. The world is on the cusp 
of a nanotechnology revolution that 
will change our lives on a scale equal 
to, if not greater than, the computer 
revolution. The United States could 
miss that revolution if our nanotech-
nology work remains uncoordinated 
and scattered across a half-dozen Fed-
eral agencies. That would be tragic on 
several levels, from scientific to social 
to economic. 

I am determined that the United 
States will not miss, but will mine the 
opportunities of nanotechnology. To do 
this, I want America to marshal its 
various nanotechnology efforts into 

one driving force to remain the world’s 
leader in this burgeoning field. And I 
believe Federal support is essential to 
achieving that goal. 

The legislation I am pleased to be in-
troducing today with Senator LIEBER-
MAN will provide a smart, accelerated, 
and coordinated approach to nanotech-
nology research, development, and edu-
cation. In my view, there are three 
major steps America must take to en-
sure the highest success for its nano-
technology efforts. 

First, a National Nanotechnology Re-
search Program should be established 
to coordinate long-term fundamental 
nanoscience and engineering research. 
The program’s goals will be to ensure 
America’s leadership and economic 
competitiveness in nanotechnology, 
and to make sure ethical and social 
concerns are taken into account along-
side the development of this discipline. 

Second, the Federal Government 
should support nanoscience through a 
program of research grants, and also 
through the establishment of nano-
technology research centers. These 
centers would serve as key components 
of a national research infrastructure, 
bringing together experts from the var-
ious disciplines that must intersect for 
nanoscale projects to succeed. As these 
research efforts take shape, edu-
cational opportunities will be the key 
to their long-term success. As chair-
man of the Commerce Committee’s 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-
committee, I have already laid out a 
challenge to triple the number of peo-
ple graduating with math, science and 
technology degrees. Today, I commit 
to helping students who would enter 
the field of nanotechnology. This dis-
cipline requires multiple areas of ex-
pertise. Students with the drive and 
the talent to tackle physics, chem-
istry, and the material sciences simul-
taneously deserve all the support we 
can offer. 

Third, the government should create 
connections across its agencies to aid 
in the coordination of nanotechnology 
efforts. These could include a national 
coordination office, and a Presidential 
Nanotechnology Advisory Committee, 
modeled on the President’s Informa-
tion Technology Advisory Committee. 

I also believe that at these organiza-
tional support structures are put into 
place, rigorous evaluation must take 
place to ensure the maximum effi-
ciency of our efforts. The bill would 
call for an annual review of America’s 
nanotechnology efforts from the Presi-
dential Advisory Committee, and a 
periodic review from the National 
Academy of Sciences. In addition to 
monitoring our own progress, the U.S. 
should keep abreast of the world’s 
nanotechnology efforts through a se-
ries of benchmarking studies. 

If the Federal Government fails to 
get behind nanotechnology now with 
organized, goal-oriented support, this 
nation runs the risk of falling behind 
others in the world who recognize the 
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potential of this discipline. Nanotech-
nology is already making pants more 
stain-resistant, making windows self- 
washing and making car parts stronger 
with tiny particles of clay. What Amer-
ica risks missing is the next generation 
of nanotechnology. In the next wave, 
nanoparticles and nanodevices will be-
come the building blocks of our health 
care, agriculture, manufacturing, envi-
ronmental cleanup, and even national 
security. 

America risks missing a revolution 
in electronics, where a device the size 
of a sugar cube could hold all of the in-
formation in the Library of Congress. 
Today’s silicon-based technologies can 
only shrink so small. Eventually, nano-
technologies will grow devices from the 
molecular level up. Small though they 
may be, their capabilities and their im-
pact will be enormous. Spacecraft 
could be the size of mere molecules. 

America risks missing a revolution 
in health care. In my home State, Or-
egon State University researchers are 
working on the microscale to create 
lapel-pin-sized biosensors that use the 
color-changing cells of the Siamese 
fighting fish to provide instant visual 
warnings when a biotoxin is present. 
An antimicrobial dressing for battle-
field wounds is already available today, 
containing silver nanocrystals that 
prevent infection and reduce inflamma-
tion. The health care possibilities for 
nanotechnology are limitless. Eventu-
ally, nanoscale particles will travel 
through human bodies to detect and 
cure disease. Chemotherapy could at-
tack individual cancer cells and leave 
healthy cells intact. Tiny bulldozers 
could unclog blocked arteries. Human 
disease will be fought cell by cell, mol-
ecule by molecule, and nanotechnology 
will provide victories over disease that 
we can’t even conceive today. 

America risks missing a host of bene-
ficial breakthroughs. American sci-
entists could be the first to create 
nanomaterials for manufacturing and 
design that are stronger, lighter, hard-
er, self-repairing, and safest. Nanoscale 
devices could scrub automobile pollu-
tion out of the air as it is produced. 
Nanoparticles could cover armor to 
make American soldiers almost invis-
ible to enemies and even tend their 
wounds. Nanotechnology could grow 
steel stronger than what’s made today, 
with little or no waste to pollute the 
environment. 

Moreover—and this is key—America 
risks missing an economic revolution 
based on nanotechnology. With much 
of nanotechnology existing in a re-
search milieu, venture capitalists are 
already investing $1 billion in Amer-
ican nanotech interests this year 
alone. It’s estimated that nanotechnol-
ogy will become a trillion-dollar indus-
try over the next ten years. As nano-
technology grows, the ranks of skilled 
workers needed to discover and apply 
its capabilities must grow too. In the 
nanotechnology revolution, areas of 
high unemployment could become 
magnets for domestic production, engi-

neering and research for nanotechnol-
ogy applications—but only if govern-
ment doesn’t miss the boat. 

The Federal Government is already 
making some efforts with regard to 
nanotechnology. The U.S. does have a 
National Nanotechnology Initiative. 
This nation has already committed 
substantial funds to nanotechnology 
research and development in the com-
ing years. But here’s my bottom line. 
It is essential to build on this founda-
tion of funding with a framework for 
sound science over the long term. That 
is the reason for the legislation I am 
issuing today. On the framework it 
provides, of national coordination and 
strategic planning, scientists will be 
able to meet the grand challenges of 
nanotechnology. Over the long term, 
with Federal support, they will be able 
to plumb the depths of its capability, 
and scale the heights of its potential. 

In 1944 the visionary President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt requested a 
leading American scientist’s opinion on 
advancing the United States’ scientific 
efforts to benefit the world. Dr. 
Vannevar Bush offered his reply to 
President Harry S Truman the next 
year, following FDR’s death. In his re-
port to the President, Dr. Bush wrote, 
‘‘The Government should accept new 
responsibilities for promoting the flow 
of new scientific knowledge and the de-
velopment of scientific talent in our 
youth. These responsibilities are the 
proper concern of the Government, for 
they vitally affect our health, our jobs, 
and our national security. It is in keep-
ing also with basic United States pol-
icy that the Government should foster 
the opening of new frontiers and this is 
the modern way to do it.’’ 

Those principles, so true nearly sixty 
years ago, are truer still today. With 
the 21st Century Nanotechnology Re-
search and Development Act, I propose 
that the government now accept new 
responsibilities in promoting and de-
veloping nanotechnology. I hope that 
the Senate can act swiftly on this leg-
islation. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2945 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘21st Century 
Nanotechnology Research and Development 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The emerging fields of nanoscience and 

nanoengineering (collectively, ‘‘nanotechnol-
ogy’’), in which matter is manipulated at the 
atomic level (i.e., atom-by- atom or mol-
ecule-by-molecule) in order to build mate-
rials, machines, and devices with novel prop-
erties or functions, are leading to unprece-
dented scientific and technological opportu-
nities that will benefit society by changing 
the way many things are designed and made. 

(2) Long-term nanoscale research and de-
velopment leading to potential break-

throughs in areas such as materials and 
manufacturing, electronics, medicine and 
healthcare, environment, energy, chemicals, 
biotechnology, agriculture, information 
technology, and national security could be 
as significant as the combined influences of 
microelectronics, biotechnology, and infor-
mation technology on the 20th century. 
Nanotechnology could lead to things such 
as— 

(A) new generations of electronics where 
the entire collection of the Library of Con-
gress is stored on devices the size of a sugar 
cube; 

(B) manufacturing that requires less mate-
rial, pollutes less, and is embedded with so-
phisticated sensors that will internally de-
tect signs of weakness and automatically re-
spond by releasing chemicals that will pre-
vent damage; 

(C) prosthetic and medical implants whose 
surfaces are molecularly designed to interact 
with the cells of the body; 

(D) materials with an unprecedented com-
bination of strength, toughness, and light-
ness that will enable land, sea, air, and space 
vehicles to become lighter and more fuel effi-
cient; 

(E) selective membranes that can fish out 
specific toxic or valuable particles from in-
dustrial waste or that can inexpensively 
desalinate sea water; and 

(F) tiny robotic spacecraft that will cost 
less, consume very little power, adapt to un-
expected environments, change its capabili-
ties as needed, and be completely autono-
mous. 

(3) Long-term, high-risk research is nec-
essary to create breakthroughs in tech-
nology. Such research requires government 
funding since the benefits are too distant or 
uncertain for industry alone to support. Cur-
rent Federal investments in nanotechnology 
research and development are not grounded 
in any specifically authorized statutory 
foundation. As a result, there is a risk that 
future funding for long-term, innovative re-
search will be tentative and subject to insta-
bility which could threaten to hinder future 
Untied States technological and economic 
growth. 

(4) The Federal government can play an 
important role in the development of nano-
technology, as this science is still in its in-
fancy, and it will take many years of sus-
tained investment for this field to achieve 
maturity. 

(5) Many foreign countries, companies and 
scientists believe that nanotechnology will 
be the leading technology of the 21st century 
and are investing heavily into its research. 
According to a study of international nano-
technology research efforts sponsored by the 
National Science and Technology Council, 
the United States is at risk of falling behind 
its international competitors, including 
Japan, South Korea, and Europe if it fails to 
sustain broad based funding in nanotechnol-
ogy. The United States cannot afford to fall 
behind our competitors if we want to main-
tain our economic strength. 

(6) Advances in nanotechnology stemming 
from Federal investments in fundamental re-
search and subsequent private sector devel-
opment likely will create technologies that 
support the work and improve the efficiency 
of the Federal government, and contribute 
significantly to the efforts of the govern-
ment’s mission agencies. 

(7) According to various estimates, includ-
ing those of the National Science Founda-
tion, the market for nanotech products and 
services in the United States alone could 
reach over $1 trillion later this century. 
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(8) Nanotechnology will evolve from mod-

ern advances in chemical, physical, biologi-
cal, engineering, medical, and materials re-
search, and will contribute to cross-discipli-
nary training of the 21st century science and 
technology workforce. 

(9) Mastering nanotechnology will require 
a unique skill set for scientists and engineers 
that combine chemistry, physics, material 
science, and information science. Funding in 
these critical areas has been flat for many 
years and as a result fewer young people are 
electing to go into these areas in graduate 
schools throughout the United States. This 
will have to reverse if we hope to develop the 
next generation of skilled workers with 
multi-disciplinary perspectives necessary for 
the development of nanotechnology. 

(10) Research on nanotechnology creates 
unprecedented capabilities to alter ourselves 
and our environment and will give rise to a 
host of novel social, ethical, philosophical, 
and legal issues. To appropriately address 
these issues will require wide reflection and 
guidance that are responsive to the realities 
of the science, as well as additional research 
to predict, understand, and alleviate antici-
pated problems. 

(11) Nanotechnology will provide struc-
tures to enable the revolutionary concept of 
quantum computing, which uses quantum 
mechanical properties to do calculation. 
Quantum computing permits a small number 
of atoms to potentially store and process 
enormous amounts of information. Just 300 
interacting atoms in a quantum computer 
could store as much information as a clas-
sical electronic computer that uses all the 
particles in the universe, and today’s com-
plex encryption algorithms, which would 
take today’s best super computer 20 billion 
years, could be cracked in 30 minutes. 

(12) The Executive Branch has previously 
established a National Nanotechnology Ini-
tiative to coordinate Federal nanotechnol-
ogy research and development programs. 
This initiative has contributed significantly 
to the development of nanotechnology. Au-
thorizing legislation can serve to establish 
new technology goals and research direc-
tions, improve agency coordination and over-
sight mechanisms, help ensure optimal re-
turns to investment, and simplify reporting, 
budgeting, and planning processes for the 
Executive Branch and the Congress. 

(13) The the private sector technology in-
novations that grow from fundamental nano-
technology research are dependent on a hap-
hazard, expensive, and generally inefficient 
technology transition path. Strategies for 
accelerating the transition of fundamental 
knowledge and innovations in commercial 
products or to support mission agencies 
should be explored, developed, and when ap-
propriate, executed. 

(14) Existing data on the societal, ethical, 
educational, legal, and workforce implica-
tions and issues related to nanotechnology 
are lacking. To help decision-makers and af-
fected parties better anticipate issues likely 
to arise with the onset and maturation of 
nanotechnology, research and studies on 
these issues must be conducted and dissemi-
nated. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to authorize a 
coordinated inter-agency program that will 
support long-term nanoscale research and 
development leading to potential break-
throughs in areas such as materials and 
manufacturing, nanoelectronics, medicine 
and healthcare, environment, energy, chemi-
cals, biotechnology, agriculture, information 
technology, and national and homeland secu-
rity. 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL NANOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH 

PROGRAM. 
(a) NATIONAL NANOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH 

PROGRAM.—The President shall establish a 

National Nanotechnology Research Program. 
Through appropriate agencies, councils, and 
the National Coordination Office, the pro-
gram shall— 

(1) establish the goals, priorities, grand 
challenges, and metrics for evaluation for 
Federal nanotechnology research, develop-
ment, and other activities; 

(2) invest in Federal research and develop-
ment programs in nanotechnology and re-
lated sciences to achieve those goals; and 

(3) provide for interagency coordination of 
Federal nanotechnology research, develop-
ment, and other activities undertaken pursu-
ant to the program. 

(b) GOALS OF THE NATIONAL NANOTECHNOL-
OGY RESEARCH PROGRAM.—The goals of the 
program are as follows: 

(1) The coordination of long-term funda-
mental nanoscience and engineering re-
search to build a fundamental understanding 
of matter enabling control and manipulation 
at the nanoscale. 

(2) The assurance of continued United 
States global leadership in nanotechnology 
to meet national goals and to support na-
tional economic, health, national security, 
educational, and scientific interests. 

(3) The advancement of United States pro-
ductivity and industrial competitiveness 
through stable, consistent, and coordinated 
investments in long-term scientific and engi-
neering research in nanotechnology. 

(4) The development of a network of shared 
academic facilities and technology centers 
that will play a critical role in accom-
plishing the other goals of the program, fos-
ter partnerships, and develop and utilize 
next generation scientific tools. 

(5) The development of enabling 
infrastructural technologies that United 
States industry can use to commercialize 
new discoveries and innovations in nano-
science. 

(6) The acceleration of the deployment and 
transition of advanced and experimental 
nanotechnology and concepts into the pri-
vate sector. 

(7) The establishment of a program de-
signed to provide effective education and 
training for the next generation of research-
ers and professionals skilled in the multi dis-
ciplinary perspectives necessary for nano-
technology. 

(8) To ensure that philosophical, ethical, 
and other societial concerns will be consid-
ered alongside the development of nanotech-
nology. 

(c) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AREAS.— 
Through its participating agencies, the 
Nanotechnology Research and Development 
Program shall develop, fund, and manage 
Federal research programs in the following 
areas: 

(1) LONG-TERM FUNDAMENTAL RESEARCH.— 
The program shall undertake long-term 
basic nanoscience and engineering research 
that focuses on fundamental understanding 
and synthesis of nanometer-size building 
blocks with potential for breakthroughs in 
areas such as materials and manufacturing, 
nanoelectronics, medicine and healthcare, 
environment, energy, chemical and pharma-
ceuticals industries, biotechnology and agri-
culture, computation and information tech-
nology, and national security. Funds made 
available from the appropriate agencies 
under this paragraph shall be used— 

(A) to provide awards of less than $1,000,000 
each to single investigators and small groups 
to provide sustained support to individual in-
vestigators and small groups conducting fun-
damental, innovative research; and 

(B) to fund fundamental research and the 
development of university-industry-labora-
tory and interagency partnerships. 

(2) GRAND CHALLENGES.—The program shall 
support grand challenges that are essential 

for the advancement of the field and inter-
disciplinary research and education teams, 
including multidisciplinary nanotechnology 
research centers, that work on major long- 
term objectives. This funding area will fund, 
through participatig agencies, interdiscipli-
nary research and education teams that aim 
to achieve major, long-term objectives, such 
as the following: 

(A) Nanomaterials by design which are 
stronger, lighter, harder, self-repairing, and 
safer. 

(B) Nanoelectronics, optoelectronics, and 
magnetics. 

(C) Healthcare applications. 
(D) Nanoscale processes and environment. 
(E) Energy and energy conservation. 
(F) Microspacecraft. 
(G) Bio-nanodevices for detection and miti-

gation of biothreats to humans. 
(H) Economical, efficient, and safe trans-

portation. 
(I) National security. 
(J) Other appropriate challenges. 
(3) INTERDISCIPLINARY NANOTECHNOLOGY RE-

SEARCH CENTERS.—The appropriate agencies 
shall fund 10 new centers in the range of 
$3,000,000 to $5,000,000 per year each for 5 
years. A grant under this paragraph to a cen-
ter may be renewed for 1 5-year term on the 
basis of that center’s performance, deter-
mined after a review. The program, through 
its participating agencies, shall encourage 
research networking among centers and re-
searchers and require access to facilities to 
both academia and industry. The centers 
shall assist in reaching other initiative pri-
orities, including fundamental research, 
grand challenges, education, development 
and utilization of specific research tools, and 
promoting partnerships with industry. To 
the greatest extent possible, agencies par-
ticipating in the program shall establish 
geographically diverse centers including at 
least one center in a State participating in 
the National Science Foundation’s (NSF) Ex-
perimental Program, to Stimulate Competi-
tive Research (EPSCoR), established under 
section 113 of the NSF Authorization Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C. 1862(g)). 

(4) RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE.—The pro-
gram, through its participating agencies, 
shall ensure adequate research infrastruc-
ture and equipment for rapid progress on 
program goals, including the employment of 
underutilized manufacturing facilities in 
areas of high unemployment as production 
engineering and research testbeds for mi-
cron-scale technologies. Major research 
equipment and instrumentation shall be an 
eligible funding purpose under the program. 

(5) SOCIETAL, ETHICAL, EDUCATIONAL, LEGAL, 
AND WORKFORCE ISSUES RELATED TO NANO-
TECHNOLOGY.—The Director of the National 
Science Foundation shall establish a new 
Center for Ethical, Societal, Educational, 
Legal, and Workforce Issues Related to 
Nanotechnology at $5,000,000 per year to en-
courage, conduct, coordinate, commission, 
collect, and disseminate research on the so-
cietal, ethical, educational, legal, and work-
force issues related to nanotechnology. The 
Center shall also conduct studies and provide 
input and assistance to the Director of the 
National Science Foundation in completing 
the annual report required under paragraph 
7(b)(3) of this Act. 

(6) TRANSITION OF TECHNOLOGY.—The pro-
gram, through its participating agencies, 
shall ensure cooperation and collaboration 
with United States industry in all relevant 
research efforts and develop mechanisms to 
assure prompt technology transition. 
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SEC. 5. PROGRAM COORDINATION AND MANAGE-

MENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Science and 

Technology Council shall oversee the plan-
ning, management, and coordination of the 
Federal nanotechnology research and devel-
opment program. The Council, itself or 
through an appropriate subgroup it des-
ignates or establishes, shall— 

(1) establish a set of broad applications of 
nanotechnology research and development, 
or grand challenges, to be met by the results 
and activities of the program, based on na-
tional needs; 

(2) submit to the Congress through the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, and the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Science, an an-
nual report, along with the President’s an-
nual budget request, describing the imple-
mentation of the program under section 4; 

(3) provide for interagency coordination of 
the program, including with the Department 
of Defense; 

(4) coordinate the budget requests of each 
of the agencies involved in the program with 
the Office of Management and Budget to en-
sure that a balanced research portfolio is 
maintained in order to ensure the appro-
priate level of research effort; 

(5) provide guidance each year to the par-
ticipating departments and agencies con-
cerning the preparation of appropriations re-
quests for activities related to the program; 

(6) consult with academic, industry, State 
and local government, and other appropriate 
groups conducting research on and using 
nanotechnology; 

(7) establish an Information Services and 
Applications Council to promote access to 
and early application of the technologies, in-
novations, and expertise derived from nano-
technology research and development pro-
gram activities to agency missions and sys-
tems across the Federal government, and to 
United States industry; 

(8) in cooperation with the Advisory Panel 
established under subsection (b), develop and 
apply measurements using appropriate 
metrics for evaluating program performance 
and progress toward goals; and 

(9) identify research areas which are not 
being adequately addressed by the agencies’ 
current research programs. 

(b) PRESIDENT’S NANOTECHNOLOGY ADVI-
SORY PANEL.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall 
establish a National Nanotechnology Advi-
sory Panel. 

(2) SELECTION PROCEDURES.—The President 
shall establish procedures for the selection 
of individuals not employed by the Federal 
government who are qualified in the science 
of nanotechnology and other appropriate 
fields and may, pursuant to such procedures, 
select up to 20 individuals, one of whom shall 
be designated Chairman, to serve on the Ad-
visory Panel. Selection of individuals for the 
Advisory Panel shall be based solely on es-
tablished records of distinguished funda-
mental and applied scientific service, and 
the panel shall contain a reasonable cross- 
section of views and expertise, including 
those regarding the societal, ethical, edu-
cational, legal, and workforce issues related 
to nanotechnology. In selecting individuals 
to serve on the Advisory Panel, the Presi-
dent shall seek and give due consideration to 
recommendations from the Congress, indus-
try, the scientific community (including the 
National Academy of Sciences), scientific 
professional societies, academia, the defense 
community, the education community, State 
and local governments, and other appro-
priate organizations. 

(3) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Panel shall 
meet no less than twice annually, at such 
times and places as may be designated by the 

Chairman in consultation with the National 
Nanotechnology Coordination Office estab-
lished under subsection 5(c) of this Act. 

(4) DUTIES.—The Advisory Panel shall ad-
vise the President and the National Science 
and Technology Council, and inform the Con-
gress, on matters relating to the National 
Nanotechnology Program, including goals, 
roles, and objectives within the program, its 
capabilities and research needs, guidance on 
achieving major objectives, and establishing 
and measuring performance goals using ap-
propriate metrics. The Advisory Panel shall 
issue an annual report, containing the infor-
mation required by subsection (d) of this sec-
tion, to the President, the Council, the heads 
of each agency involved in the program, the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, and the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Science, on or be-
fore September 30 of each year. 

(c) NATIONAL NANOTECHNOLOGY COORDINA-
TION OFFICE.—The President shall establish a 
National Nanotechnology Coordination Of-
fice, with full-time staff, to provide day-to- 
day technical and administrative support to 
the Council and the Advisory Panel, and to 
be the point of contact on Federal nanotech-
nology activities for government organiza-
tions, academia, industry, professional soci-
eties, and others to exchange technical and 
programmatic information. The Office shall 
assure full coordination of research efforts 
between agencies, scientific disciplines, and 
United States industry. 

(d) PROGRAM PLANS AND REPORTS.— 
(1) ANNUAL EVALUATION OF NANOTECHNOL-

OGY RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.—The 
report by the Advisory Panel, required pur-
suant to subsection (b)(4), shall include— 

(A) a review of the program’s technical 
success in achieving the stated goals and 
grand challenges according to the metrics 
established by the program and Advisory 
Panel; 

(B) a review of the program’s management 
and coordination; 

(C) a review of the funding levels by each 
agency for the program’s activities and their 
ability to achieve the program’s stated goals 
and grand challenges; 

(D) a review of the balance in the pro-
gram’s portfolio and components across 
agencies and disciplines; 

(E) an assessment of the degree of partici-
pation in the program by minority serving 
institutions and institutions located in 
States participating in NSF’s EPSCoR pro-
gram. 

(F) a review of policy issues resulting from 
advancements in nanotechnology and its ef-
fects on the scientific enterprise, commerce, 
workforce, competitiveness, national secu-
rity, medicine, and government operations; 

(G) recommendations for new program 
goals and grand challenges; 

(H) recommendations for new research 
areas, partnerships, coordination and man-
agement mechanisms, or programs to be es-
tablished to achieve the program’s stated 
goals and grand challenges; 

(I) recommendations for new investments 
by each participating agency in each pro-
gram funding area for the 5-year period fol-
lowing the delivery of the report; 

(J) reviews and recommendations regard-
ing other issues deemed pertinent or speci-
fied by the panel; and 

(K) a technology transition study which in-
cludes an evaluation of the Federal nano-
technology research and development pro-
gram’s success in transitioning its research, 
technologies, and concepts into commercial 
and military products, including— 

(i) examples of successful transition of re-
search, technologies, and concepts from the 
Federal nanotechnology research and devel-

opment program into commercial and mili-
tary products; 

(ii) best practices of universities, govern-
ment, and industry in promoting efficient 
and rapid technology transition in the nano-
technology sector; 

(iii) barriers to efficient technology transi-
tion in the nanotechnology sector, including, 
but not limited to, standards, pace of techno-
logical change, qualification and testing of 
research products, intellectual property 
issues, and Federal funding; and 

(iv) recommendations for government 
sponsored activities to promote rapid tech-
nology transition in the nanotechnology sec-
tor. 

(2) OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET RE-
PORT.— 

(A) BUDGET REQUEST REPORT.—Each Fed-
eral agency and department participating in 
the program shall, as part of its annual re-
quest for appropriations, submit a report to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
which— 

(i) identifies each element of its nanotech-
nology research and development activities 
that contributes directly to the program or 
benefits from the program; 

(ii) states the portion of its request for ap-
propriations that is allocated to each such 
element; and 

(iii) states the portion of its request for ap-
propriations that is allocated to each pro-
gram funding area. 

(B) OMB REVIEW AND ALLOCATION STATE-
MENT.—The Office of Management and Budg-
et shall review each report in light of the 
goals, priorities, grand challenges, and agen-
cy and departmental responsibilities set 
forth in the annual report of the Council 
under paragraph (3), and shall include in the 
President’s annual budget estimate, a state-
ment delineating the amount and portion of 
each appropriate agency’s or department’s 
annual budget estimate relating to its ac-
tivities undertaken pursuant to the program. 

(3) ANNUAL NSTC REPORT TO CONGRESS ON 
THE NANOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH DEVELOP-
MENT PROGRAM.—The National Science and 
Technology Council shall submit an annual 
report to the Congress that— 

(A) includes a detailed description of the 
goals, grand challenges, and program funding 
areas established by the President for the 
program; 

(B) sets forth the relevant programs and 
activities, for the fiscal year with respect to 
which the budget submission applies, of each 
Federal agency and department, partici-
pating in the program, as well as such other 
agencies and departments as the President 
or the Director considers appropriate; 

(C) describes the levels of Federal funding 
for the fiscal year during which such report 
is submitted, and the levels proposed for the 
fiscal year with respect to which the budget 
submission applies, for each of the program 
funding areas of the program; 

(D) describes the levels of Federal funding 
for each agency and department partici-
pating in the program and each program 
funding area for the fiscal year during which 
such report is submitted, and the levels pro-
posed for the fiscal year with respect to 
which the budget submission applies, and 
compare these levels to the most recent rec-
ommendations of the Advisory Panel and the 
external review of the program; 

(E) describes coordination and partnership 
activities with State, local, international, 
and private sector efforts in nanotechnology 
research and development, and how they sup-
port the goals of the program; 

(F) describes mechanisms and efforts used 
by the program to assist in the transition of 
innovative concepts and technologies from 
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Federally funded programs into the commer-
cial sector, and successes in these transition 
activities; 

(G) describes coordination between the 
military and civilian portions, as well as the 
life science and non-life science portions, of 
the program in technology development, sup-
porting the goals of the program, and sup-
porting the mission needs of the departments 
and agencies involved; 

(H) analyzes the progress made toward 
achieving the goals, priorities, and grand 
challenges designated for the program ac-
cording the metrics established by the pro-
gram and the Advisory Panel; and 

(I) recommends new mechanisms of coordi-
nation, program funding areas, partnerships, 
or activities necessary to achieve the goals, 
priorities and, grand challenges established 
for the program. 

(4) TRIENNIAL EXTERNAL REVIEW OF NANO-
TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
shall enter into an arrangement with the Na-
tional Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences to conduct a triennial 
evaluation of the Federal nanotechnology re-
search and development program, includ-
ing— 

(i) a review of the technical success of the 
program in achieving the stated goals and 
grand challenges under the metrics estab-
lished by the program and the nanotechnol-
ogy Advisory Panel, and under other appro-
priate measurements; 

(ii) a review of the program’s management 
and coordination across agencies and dis-
ciplines; 

(iii) a review of the funding levels by each 
agency for the program’s activities and their 
ability with such funding to achieve the pro-
gram’s stated goals and grand challenges; 

(iv) recommendations for new or revised 
program goals and grand challenges; 

(v) recommendations for new research 
areas, partnerships, coordination and man-
agement mechanisms, or programs to be es-
tablished to achieve the program’s stated 
goals and grand challenges; 

(vi) recommendations for investment lev-
els in light of goals by each participating 
agency in each program funding area for the 
5-year period following the delivery of the 
report; 

(vii) recommendations on policy, program, 
and budget changes with respect to nano-
technology research and development activi-
ties; 

(viii) recommendations for improved 
metrics to evaluate the success of the pro-
gram in accomplishing its stated goals; and 

(ix) a review the performance of the Infor-
mation Services and Applications Council 
and its efforts to promote access to and early 
application of the technologies, innovations, 
and expertise derived from program activi-
ties to agency missions and systems across 
the Federal government and to United 
States industry. 

(B) EVALUATION TO BE TRANSMITTED TO CON-
GRESS.—The Director of the National Science 
Foundation shall transmit the results of any 
evaluation for which it made arrangements 
under subparagraph (A) to the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation and the House of Representatives 
Committee on Science upon receipt. The 
first such evaluation shall be transmitted no 
later than 12 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, with subsequent evalua-
tions transmitted to the Committees every 3 
years thereafter. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION.— 

(1) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Director 
of the National Science Foundation to carry 
out the Director’s responsibilities under this 
Act— 

(A) $221,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(B) $254,150,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(2) SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS.— 
(A) INTERDISCIPLINARY NANOTECHNOLOGY 

RESEARCH CENTERS.—Of the amounts de-
scribed in paragraph (1), $40,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2003, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, shall 
be available for grants of up to $5,000,000 
each for multidisciplinary nanotechnology 
research centers. 

(B) CENTER FOR SOCIETAL, ETHICAL, EDU-
CATIONAL, LEGAL, AND WORKFORCE ISSUES RE-
LATED TO NANOTECHNOLOGY.—Of the sums au-
thorized for the National Science Founda-
tion each fiscal year, $5,000,000 shall be used 
to establish a university-based Center for So-
cietal, Ethical, Educational, Legal, and 
Workforce Issues Related to Nanotechnol-
ogy. 

(C) NATIONAL NANOTECHNOLOGY COORDINA-
TION OFFICE.—Of the sums authorized for the 
National Science Foundation each fiscal 
year, $5,000,000 shall be used for the activi-
ties of the Nanotechnology Coordination Of-
fice. 

(D) GAP FUNDING THROUGH THE SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY POLICY INSTITUTE.—Of the sums 
authorized for the National Science Founda-
tion each fiscal year, $5 million shall be for 
the Science and Technology Policy Institute, 
in consultation with the Office of Science 
and Technology Policy, for use in competi-
tive grants to address research areas identi-
fied by the council under section 5(a)(9) of 
this Act. Such grants may be made to gov-
ernment or non-government awardees. 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
of Energy to carry out the Secretary’s re-
sponsibilities under this Act— 

(1) $139,300,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $160,195,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(c) NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AD-

MINISTRATION.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion to carry out the Administrator’s respon-
sibilities under this Act— 

(1) $22,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $25,300,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(d) NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Director of the National Institutes to 
carry out the Director’s responsibilities 
under this Act— 

(1) $43,200,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $49,680,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(e) NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND 

TECHNOLOGY.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Director of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology to 
carry out the Director’s responsibilities 
under this Act— 

(1) $44,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $50,600,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
(f) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to carry out the Adminis-
trator’s responsibilities under this Act— 

(1) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $5,750,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(g) DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.—There are au-

thorized to be appropriated to the Director 
of the National Institute of Justice to carry 
out the Director’s responsibilities under this 
Act— 

(1) $1,400,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(2) $1,610,000 for fiscal year 2004. 

SEC. 7. ADDITIONAL REPORTS, STUDIES, AND 
PLANS. 

(a) INTERNATIONAL BENCHMARKING STUD-
IES.— 

(1) UNITED STATES STANDING TO BE MON-
ITORED.—In order to maintain world leader-
ship in nanotechnology, the program estab-
lished under section 4(a) shall monitor the 
United States’ standing in the key research 
fields that support technological innovation. 

(2) BIENNIAL NSTC STUDY OF RELATIVE 
UNITED STATES POSITION.—Not later than 3 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the President, through the Council, 
shall enter into an arrangement with the Na-
tional Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences to conduct a biennial 
study of the relative position of United 
States compared to other nations with re-
spect to nanotechnology research and devel-
opment. 

(3) ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED.—The study re-
quired by paragraph (2) shall address, among 
other issues— 

(A) the current and likely future relative 
position of United States private sector, aca-
demic, and government research in nano-
technology relative to other nations; 

(B) niche nanotechnology research areas 
where the United States is trailing other na-
tions; 

(C) critical research areas where the 
United States should be the world leader to 
best achieve the goals of the Federal nano-
technology research and development pro-
gram; 

(D) key factors influencing relative United 
States performance in this field; and 

(E) institutional, funding, and human-re-
source factors that are critical to maintain-
ing leadership status in this field. 

(4) ACTION PLAN.—Not less than 6 months 
after receipt of each study, the Council shall 
develop a plan for addressing the issues 
raised in the study. The plan shall include— 

(A) investment strategies for addressing 
the issues raised in the report; 

(B) strategies for promoting international 
research cooperation to leverage inter-
national niches of excellence identified by 
the report; and 

(C) institutional and human-resource 
changes to be made to achieve or maintain 
leadership status in this field. 

(5) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Coun-
cil shall submit the study required by para-
graph (2) and the plan required by paragraph 
(4) to the Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation and the House 
of Representatives Committee on Science, 
not later than 18 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act and every 2 years there-
after. 

(b) SOCIETAL, ETHICAL, EDUCATION, LEGAL, 
AND WORKFORCE ISSUES RELATED TO NANO-
TECHNOLOGY.— 

(1) STUDIES.—The Director of the National 
Science Foundation shall encourage, con-
duct, coordinate, commission, collect, and 
disseminate studies on the societal, ethical, 
educational, and workforce implications of 
nanotechnology through the Center for Soci-
etal, Ethical, Educational, and Workforce 
Issues established under section 4(c)(5). The 
studies shall identify anticipated issues and 
problems, as well as provide recommenda-
tions for preventing or addressing such 
issues and problems. 

(2) DATA COLLECTION.—The Director of the 
National Science Foundation shall collect 
data on the size of the anticipated nanotech-
nology workforce need by detailed occupa-
tion, industry, and firm characteristics, and 
assess the adequacy of the trained talent 
pool in the United States to fill such work-
force needs. 

(3) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Director of the 
National Science Foundation shall compile 
the studies required by paragraph (2) and, 
with the assistance of the Center for Ethical, 
Societal, Educational, Legal,and Workforce 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:41 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S17SE2.REC S17SE2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8683 September 17, 2002 
Issues Related to Nanotechnology estab-
lished by paragraph 4(c)(5) if this Act, shall 
complete a report that includes a description 
of the Center’s activities, which shall be sub-
mitted to the President, the Council, the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, and the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Science not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADVISORY PANEL.—The term ‘‘Advisory 

Panel’’ means the President’s National 
Nanotechnology Panel. 

(2) FUNDAMENTAL RESEARCH.—The term 
‘‘fundamental research’’ means research that 
builds a fundamental understanding and 
leads to discoveries of the phenomena, proc-
esses, and tools necessary to control and ma-
nipulate matter at the nanoscale. 

(3) GRAND CHALLENGE.—The term ‘‘grand 
challenge’’ means a fundamental problem in 
science or engineering, with broad economic 
and scientific impact, whose solution will re-
quire the application of nanotechnology. 

(4) INTERDISCIPLINARY NANOTECHNOLOGY 
RESEARCH CENTER.—The term ‘‘interdiscipli-
nary nanotechnology research center’’ 
means a group of 6 or more researchers col-
laborating across scientific and engineering 
disciplines on large-scale long-term research 
projects that will significantly advance the 
science supporting the development of nano-
technology or the use of nanotechnology in 
addressing scientific issues of national im-
portance, consistent with the goals set forth 
in section 4(b). 

(5) NANOTECHNOLOGY.—The term ‘‘nano-
technology’’ means the ability to work at 
the molecular level, atom-by-atom, to create 
large structures with fundamentally new 
molecular organization. 

(6) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘program’’ means 
the national nanotechnology research pro-
gram established under section 4. 

(7) RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE.—The term 
‘‘research infrastructure’’ means the meas-
urement science, instrumentation, modeling 
and simulation, and user facilities needed to 
develop a flexible and enabling infrastruc-
ture so that United States industry can rap-
idly commercialize new discoveries in nano-
technology. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, our 
Nation has long prided itself on being 
the world’s premier innovator of new 
ideas. Over the last two and a half cen-
turies, the uniquely American willing-
ness to experiment with novel concepts 
and to chart bold directions has placed 
us at the forefront of scientific and 
technological progress. Our ability to 
engage in scientific exploration and to 
marry research findings with the devel-
opment of practical applications has, 
in turn, enabled us to set the bench-
mark on virtually every indicator of 
human progress, from longer lifespans, 
to higher standards of living, to unpar-
alleled economic productivity. 

However, while past accomplish-
ments may confer a present competi-
tive advantage, it does not guarantee 
future success. We cannot afford to rest 
on our laurels in a world that is becom-
ing increasingly characterized by the 
speed with which scientific paradigms 
shift and technological revolutions 
occur. In a global economy in which 
ideas and technology are the new cur-
rency, every new breakthrough rep-
resents an opportunity to claim, or, in 
our case, lose, global leadership. 

The emerging field of nanotechnol-
ogy constitutes such an opportunity. It 
is not just any opportunity, however, 
but one whose magnitude and signifi-
cance locates it on the scale of har-
nessing electricity, creating anti-
biotics, building computers, or wiring 
up the Internet. It is, in short, a new 
frontier in science and technology that 
has the potential to transform every 
aspect of our lives. Nanotechnology, in 
fact, may have even greater potential 
to affect the way we live since it has 
such broad prospective applications in 
so many different areas, from medi-
cine, to electronics, to energy. Nano-
technology is what scientists and tech-
nologists often call an ‘‘enabling’’ tech-
nology, a tool that opens the door to 
new possibilities constrained only by 
physics and the limits of our imagina-
tions. 

Yet, despite the enormous potential 
that nanotechnology offers, it is not an 
area in which we have assumed 
uncontested leadership. From an inter-
national prospective, the United States 
faces the danger of falling behind its 
Asian and European counterparts in 
supporting the pace of nanotechno-
logical innovation. Other nations have 
grasped the fact that the first players 
to fully capitalize on the promise of 
nanotechnology have the potential to 
leap frog in productivity and precipi-
tate a reshuffling in the economic, and 
perhaps aspects of the military, peck-
ing order. Accordingly, they have un-
dertaken substantial efforts to invest 
in nanotechnology research, and to ac-
celerate technology transfer and com-
mercialization. While our Nation cer-
tainly possesses the raw resources and 
talent to lead the world in developing 
this technology, it is also clear that a 
long-term focus and sustained commit-
ment, as well as new collaborations be-
tween government, academia, and in-
dustry, will be needed to ensure our 
place at the head of the nanotechno-
logical universe. 

This is why I am so proud today to 
join my colleague, Senator RON WYDEN 
of Oregon, in introducing the 21st Cen-
tury Nanotechnology Research and De-
velopment Act. This Act will build on 
the efforts of the National Nanotech-
nology Initiative, NNI, which was 
started under President Clinton and 
has received continued support under 
President Bush, to establish a com-
prehensive, intelligently coordinated 
program for addressing the full spec-
trum of challenges confronting a suc-
cessful national science and technology 
effort, including those related to fund-
ing, coordination, infrastructure devel-
opment, technology transition, and so-
cial issues. 

I feel it is appropriate at this point 
to give credit to President Clinton for 
having the prescience and initiative of 
creating the NNI, and to applaud Presi-
dent Bush for expanding support for 
nanotechnology R&D from $270 million 
in FY 2000 to the $710 million targeted 
in his budget request for FY 2003. The 
NNI has been a key driver of nanotech-

nology in this country by bringing co-
herence and organization to what had 
previously been a scattered set of re-
search programs within the federal 
government. It has, in no small part 
through the efforts of its spokes-
persons. Dr. Mike Roco and Dr. Jim 
Murday, achieved a higher profile for 
nanotechnology both within and out-
side the government, and gathered na-
tional attention to the importance of 
this field. 

The time is now ripe to elevate the 
U.S. nanotechnology efforts beyond the 
level of an Executive initiative. Fund-
ing for nanotechnology will soon reach 
$1 billion a year, and the NNI currently 
attempts to coordinate programs 
across a wide range of Federal agencies 
and departments. This level of funding 
and the coordination challenges that 
arise with so many diverse participants 
strongly recommend having a program 
based in statute, provided with greater 
support and coordination mechanisms, 
afforded a higher profile, and subjected 
to constructive Congressional over-
sight and support. 

Our bill closely tracks the rec-
ommendations of the National Re-
search Council, NRC, which completed 
a thorough review of the NNI this past 
June. The NRC report stated how im-
pressed the reviewers were with the 
leadership and multi-agency involve-
ment of the NNI. Specifically, it com-
mended the Nanoscale Science, Engi-
neering, and Technology, NSET, sub-
committee, which is the primary co-
ordinating mechanisms of the NNI, as 
playing a key role in establishing re-
search priorities, identifying Grand 
Challenges, and involving the U.S. sci-
entific community in the NNI. To im-
prove the NNI above its current level of 
success, the NRC made a number of 
recommendations. These recommenda-
tions have largely been incorporated 
into our bill, including establishing an 
independent advisory panel; empha-
sizing long-term goals; striking a bal-
ance between long-term and short-term 
research; supporting the development 
of research facilities, equipment, and 
instrumentation; creating special fund-
ing to support research that falls in the 
breach between agency missions and 
programs; promoting interdisciplinary 
research and research groups; facili-
tating technology transition and out-
reach to industry; conducting studies 
on the societal implications of nano-
technology, including those related to 
ethical, educational, legal, and work-
force issues; and the development of 
metrics for measuring progress toward 
program goals. This legislation will 
also complement the provision that I 
authored in this year’s Senate defense 
authorization bill, S. 2514, establishing 
a nanotechnology research and devel-
opment program in the Department of 
Defense. If this provision is supported 
in conference, we will have matching 
pieces of legislation that will encom-
pass and coordinate both civilian and 
defense nanotechnology programs, es-
tablishing a truly nationwide effort 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:41 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S17SE2.REC S17SE2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8684 September 17, 2002 
that leverages the expertise residing in 
every corner of our government. 

If history teaches us anything, it is 
that once the wheels of innovation 
have stopped and stagnation has set in, 
mediocrity will soon follow. Nowhere 
in the world are those wheels of inno-
vation spinning more rapidly than in 
the area of nanotechnology. This legis-
lation provides a strong foundation and 
comprehensive framework that elicits 
contributions from all three sectors of 
our society in pushing nanotechnology 
research and development to the next 
level. I look forward to supporting Sen-
ator WYDEN in getting this important 
bill through the Congress, and encour-
age my colleagues to join us in setting 
the stage for U.S. economic growth 
over the next century. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 139—EXPRESSSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT 
THERE SHOULD BE ESTAB-
LISHED A NATIONAL MINORITY 
HEALTH AND HEALTH DISPARI-
TIES MONTH, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES 
Mr. TORRICELLI submitted the fol-

lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. CON. RES. 139 
Whereas in 2000, the Surgeon General an-

nounced a goal of eliminating, by 2010, 
health disparities experienced by racial and 
ethnic minorities in health access and out-
come in 6 areas: infant mortality, cancer 
screening, cardiovascular disease, diabetes, 
acquired immunodeficiency syndrome and 
human immunodeficiency virus infection, 
and immunizations; 

Whereas despite notable progress in the 
overall health of the Nation there are con-
tinuing health disparities in the burden of 
illness and death experienced by African- 
Americans, Hispanics, Native Americans, 
Alaska Natives, Asians, and Pacific Island-
ers, compared to the population of the 
United States as a whole; 

Whereas minorities are more likely to die 
from cancer, cardiovascular disease, stroke, 
chemical dependency, diabetes, infant mor-
tality, violence, and, in recent years, ac-
quired immunodeficiency syndrome than 
nonminorities suffering from those same ill-
nesses; 

Whereas there is a national need for sci-
entists in the fields of biomedical, clinical, 
behavioral, and health services research to 
focus on how best to eliminate health dis-
parities between minorities and the popu-
lation of the United States as a whole; 

Whereas the diverse health needs of mi-
norities are more effectively addressed when 
there are minorities in the health care work-
force; and 

Whereas behavioral and social sciences re-
search has increased awareness and under-
standing of factors associated with health 
care utilization and access, patient attitudes 
toward health services, and behaviors that 
affect health and illness, and these factors 
have the potential to be modified to help 
close the health disparities gap that effects 
minority populations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) a National Minority Health and Health 
Disparities Month should be established to 
promote educational efforts on the health 
problems currently facing minorities and 
other populations experiencing health dis-
parities; 

(2) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services should, as authorized by the Minor-
ity Health and Health Disparities Research 
and Education Act of 2000, present public 
service announcements on health promotion 
and disease prevention that target minori-
ties and other populations experiencing 
health disparities in the United States and 
educate the public and health care profes-
sionals about health disparities; 

(3) the President should issue a proclama-
tion recognizing the immediate need to re-
duce health disparities in the United States 
and encouraging all health organizations and 
Americans to conduct appropriate programs 
and activities to promote healthfulness in 
minority and other communities experi-
encing health disparities; 

(4) Federal, State, and local governments 
should work in concert with the private and 
nonprofit sector to recruit and retain quali-
fied individuals from racial, ethnic, and gen-
der groups that are currently underrep-
resented in health care professions; 

(5) the Agency for Healthcare Research and 
Quality should continue to collect and report 
data on health care access and utilization on 
patients by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic 
status, and where possible, primary lan-
guage, as authorized by the Minority Health 
and Health Disparities Research and Edu-
cation Act of 2000, to monitor the Nation’s 
progress toward the elimination of health 
care disparities; and 

(6) the information gained from research 
about factors associated with health care 
utilization and access, patient attitudes to-
ward health services, and risk and protective 
behaviors that affect health and illness, 
should be disseminated to all health care 
professionals so that they may better com-
municate with all patients, regardless of 
race or ethnicity, without bias or prejudice. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 4537. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4538. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Mr. BAYH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4539. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4540. Mrs. CLINTON (for herself and Mr. 
SCHUMER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 4472 pro-
posed by Mr. BYRD to the bill H.R. 5093, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4541. Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, and Mr. MURKOWSKI) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4542. Mr. SANTORUM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4543. Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4544. Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4545. Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4546. Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4547. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD to the bill 
H.R. 5093, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 4548. Mr. SARBANES submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4549. Mr. TORRICELLI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4471 proposed by Mr. LIE-
BERMAN to the bill H.R. 5005, to establish 
the Department of Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4550. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4551. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4532 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
(for himself and Mr. STEVENS) to the 
amendment SA 4472 proposed by Mr. BYRD 
to the bill H.R. 5093, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4552. Mrs. CLINTON (for herself and Mr. 
SPECTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 4471 pro-
posed by Mr. LIEBERMAN to the bill H.R. 
5005, to establish the Department of Home-
land Security, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4553. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
BURNS) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 4472 proposed 
by Mr. BYRD to the bill H.R. 5093, making 
appropriations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2003, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4554. Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. ALLEN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 4471 proposed by Mr. 
LIEBERMAN to the bill H.R. 5005, to estab-
lish the Department of Homeland Security, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 4555. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 5005, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 4556. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4471 proposed by Mr. LIE-
BERMAN to the bill H.R. 5005, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4557. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4471 proposed by Mr. LIE-
BERMAN to the bill H.R. 5005, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 
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